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A PUBLIC-OUTREACH SUMMARY 

The Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area (Yolo Wildlife Area) Draft Land Management Plan (LMP) is the product of a 
planning process that included a substantial public outreach program. Materials that document and summarize this 
program and the public input that was received are incorporated in this Appendix A. 

This Appendix includes the following materials: 

A-1 Public Outreach Program 

A-2 Announcements for the Public Scoping Meeting 

A-3 Agenda and Summary of the December 12, 2005 Public Scoping Meeting 

A-4 Summary of written comments received following the December 12, 2005 Public Scoping Meeting 

A-5 Preliminary Draft Public Outreach Update Including Announcement for Focus Group Meetings 

A-6 Focus Group Meeting Agendas and Summary Notes 

A-7 Agenda and Summary of the August 16, 2007 Public Comment Meeting 

A-8 Summary of written comments received following the release of the Draft LMP and Initial Study 

It should be noted that the size of fonts and graphics in the original documents has been modified from their 
original format to conform to the format of this LMP. These adjustments result in some distortions, smaller print 
and modified graphics, from the original documents. 
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A-1 PUBLIC OUTREACH PROGRAM 

Consistent with other planning efforts for the Yolo Wildlife Area, this public outreach program is intended to 
ensure that the planning process for the Yolo Wildlife Area LMP incorporates the desires of the public in 
conjunction with the primary consideration of ecosystem management and the operational needs and resources of 
the landowner, the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG). 

Other recent planning efforts in the Wildlife Area have included the solicitation of public input regarding the use 
of conservation lands. Much information developed as part of those efforts is being incorporated into this project. 
Therefore, this public outreach program is directed to utilize existing information whenever possible, while 
providing for additional public input opportunities regarding the LMP. 

The public outreach program incorporates the following components: 

► six focus group meetings conducted before initiation of LMP development (2002); 

► a total of 36 Yolo Bypass Working Group Meetings (1999 to present; updates on developments at the Yolo 
Wildlife Area have been a frequent topic of discussion); 

► one advertised public meeting for initial input (December 12, 2005, in Davis, attended by 30 persons) to 
announce the beginning of the planning process for the Yolo Wildlife Area LMP, receive public input on 
issues relating to the use and management of the site and assess the scope of CEQA issues to be addressed in 
the project’s environmental review document; 

► interviews of DFG and Yolo Basin Foundation staff and other selected individuals, in early 2006, to provide 
insight on current operations, existing conditions, compatibility of multiple uses, and management goals/tasks 
as related to the following resource areas: fisheries, mercury, flood hydrology, public access/use/recreation, 
education, wildlife and wetlands, and agriculture; 

► five additional focus group meetings to receive input on the Preliminary Draft LMP (March and April, 2006); 
and 

► one advertised public meeting for input on the Draft LMP and Initial Study (August 16, 2007). 
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A-2 ANNOUNCEMENT FOR THE PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 
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A-3 AGENDA AND SUMMARY OF THE DECEMBER 12, 2005 PUBLIC 
SCOPING MEETING 

Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area 
Land Management Plan 
Public Scoping Meeting 

6:30 p.m. 
December 12, 2005 

Davis Waste Removal Company 
2727 Second St., Davis CA 

 
Agenda 

 
Welcome to the Public Scoping Meeting for the Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area (YBWA) Land Management Plan (LMP) and 
Initial Study (IS). This meeting provides a forum for sharing of ideas, concerns, and suggestions for the development of the 
LMP and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review. Your time and commitment to participating in the meeting 
and working towards a positive, thoughtful and enduring vision for the future of Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area are greatly 
appreciated. 
 
6:30 PM Welcome and Public Outreach Process   Chris Fitzer 
        EDAW, Inc. 
         
6:35 PM YBWA Introduction, Background, and   Dave Feliz 
  Discussion of Primary LMP Topics and Issues DFG, Area Manager 
 
6:55 PM CEQA Review Process     Petra Unger 
        EDAW, Inc. 
 
7:00 PM Open to comments 
 
9:00 PM Adjourn       Thank you!!! 
 
Thank you for your input to the planning process. Your input is essential to the successful development of the LMP and 
environmental review. 
 

Questions, Comments and Further Information 

• In addition to the public meeting, stakeholders may send written comments on the LMP and environmental review 
process to: 
 

Mr. Dave Feliz, Area Manager 
Department of Fish and Game 
Yolo Wildlife Area Headquarters 
45211 County Road 32B 
Davis, CA 95616 
Fax: (530) 757-2518 
 

• Comments may also be submitted via e-mail to dfeliz@dfg.ca.gov. If comments are sent via e-mail, please include the 
project title in the subject line, attach comments in MSWord format, and include the commentor’s U.S. Postal Service 
mailing address. 

• In order to ensure that comments can be adequately addressed during the planning process, please submit them no later 
than January 6, 2006. 
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Yolo Wildlife Area Land Management Plan/Initial Study 
Public Scoping Meeting Minutes 

December 12, 2005 
6:30 – 9:00 pm, Davis Waste Removal 

1. Welcome and Public Outreach Process - Chris Fitzer, EDAW 

Chris welcomed the public, introduced members of the planning team, and gave a brief overview of the Land 
Management Plan (LMP) planning process and upcoming opportunities for public and stakeholder 
involvement. 

All attendees gave personal introductions. 

2. YBWA Introduction, Background and Discussion of Primary Topics and Issues to be addressed in the LMP – 
Dave Feliz, DFG, Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area Manager 

Dave provided a brief overview of the important management issues at the Yolo Wildlife Area including 
farming, flood control, biological resources, mercury methylation, public access and safety, 
recreation/hunting, mosquito management. 

3. CEQA Review Process – Petra Unger, EDAW 

Petra provided a brief overview of the environmental review process, including the anticipated environmental 
document (Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration) and anticipated timeline. 

4. Public Comment (Ron Unger, EDAW, facilitator) 

The following comments were recorded on an easel and laptop computer during the public comment period: 

• Environmental review needs to consider impact on adjacent properties, i.e., hunting success declines due 
to wetlands located in WA – this, in return, impacts property values; 

• Rice fields and infrastructure can be managed for a multitude of species – the value of agriculture for 
providing food for waterfowl needs to be recognized; 

• Has consideration been given to establishing a website for LMP, so all the research will be available? 
Please make this information available for future docents, etc., on CD and on website; 

• City of Davis – Pacific Flyway Center – how will it be considered in the LMP – particularly access and 
circulation issues? 

• Yolo County – please address access from West Side as well; 

• Consider current proposal for trail around the Delta and potential to link; 

• Look at management plan for Delta Protection Act Primary Zone for consistency in management and to 
link with Delta Loop trail; whole plan should be reviewed for consistency; 

• County Supervisor who has 80% of this land in district; LMP needs to address public access as well as 
public health and safety; i.e., fire issues, emergency response, etc.; also how to address in-lieu fees – 
ongoing debate that has not been resolved; 

• Will management plan address what uses are allowed in certain areas or will it be more general? 
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• Duck club in immediate area will have concerns about hunting in immediate vicinity – will this be 
addressed? 

• Make sure land uses are compatible with adjacent area land uses; 

• Wildlife area has been open for a couple of years – LMP should have matrix of management actions/uses 
that are allowed now, as well as indicate uses, by locations, to be allowed in the future under the new 
plan; i.e., what would change? Please prepare a summary matrix for those who don’t want to read the 
whole plan. 

• Please let the public know ahead of time what they will be allowed to do at the Wildlife Area based on the 
time of year, etc., as part of public interpretation and outreach; this will help the public plan trips to the 
Wildlife Area; 

• What areas are accessible to public at different times of the year, i.e., when the area is partially flooded; 
would like to see different habitats that provide for a variety of species; 

• Fees for public agencies that use water should be addressed; 

• [Yolo County] Board of Supervisors just took action on new open space plan for the county – look at that. 
From aspect of the City [Davis] – consider affect on other open space plans. Consider access for aquatic 
species and other wildlife species; 

• In developing the wetland restoration and management objectives and the agriculture, consider several of 
the bird plans; i.e., shorebird conservation plan, North American Waterfowl Plan, etc.; 

• What is the approval process for the Land Management Plan? Answer: generally LMPs go through 
review process with the Wildlife Area Manager and in the region, then to Department Director, then to 
State Clearinghouse; 

• Lots of changes with flood management in the region – Sacramento River Floodway Management Plan 
will be certified shortly; this document includes guidelines for habitat restoration; also consider any new 
guidelines that come from the State; also echo comments on Yolo County Parks and Open Space plan and 
West Sacramento Access and Bike Plan; also look for management plan for waterfowl and fish passage 
enhancement – should be reviewed in preparation of LMP; 

• State Park’s Central Valley Vision process is going on – encourage cross checking with that process; 

• What’s the lifespan of the plan? The timeframe dictates the issues to be addressed. Ten years ago no one 
thought of the problem of mercury methylation. Answer: no specific time period is provided in 
guidelines; however, 5 to 20 years might be a reasonable timeframe, but longer timeframes may be 
appropriate for consideration of certain issues; updates are driven by funding availability and need. 

• Hoping that in focus group meetings spatial planning issues will be discussed, rather than just abstract 
planning. Facilitator comment: maps are available around the room, please feel free to refer to those to 
make site-specific comments as well; 

• Will alternatives be addressed? Answer: yes; 

• Please address fishing opportunities and access; also upland bird habitat for pheasant and other species for 
hunting; 
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• Upland habitat and land outside the levee system – will this plan look at those areas as well? Answer: yes, 
the whole property is looked at; Gyberson Ranch is the only area outside the levee and it will be 
addressed; the Pacific Flyway Center site is outside the levee, too, but that area is being addressed under a 
separate process; 

• Will inventory information be available during focus group meetings? Answer: Yes, existing information 
will be compiled for the LMP and CEQA. Please share any information sources you may know of; 

• Thank you for having the meeting; 

• Will there be charges for accessing the property? Hunters pay a lot; other users should also share part of 
the cost; it would be fair to spread the cost. 

Adjourn. The public was invited to provide additional comments by mail or email to the address provided on the 
agenda. 

Attendees (from sign-in sheet): 

Bruce Boyd 
Mike Bradford 
Dennis Corcoran 
John Currey, Dixon RCD 
Jack DeWit 
Judy Dexler, USGS 
Robert Eddings, CWA 
Cliff Fago 
Linda Fiack, DPC 
John Fritz, Sac/Yolo MVCD 
Beth Gabor, Yolo County 
Karen Gerhart 
Greg Green, Ducks Unlimited 
Marianne Kirkland, CDWR 
Teresa LeBlanc, CDFG 
John Legakis, Senator Outing 
Petrea Marchand, Yolo County 
Jake Messerli, CWA 
Robert Moore, CBH/SAA 
Jack Palmer, H Pond 
John Reynolds 
Mary Schiedt, Yolo Audubon, CA Native Plant Society 
Don Stevens, Glide In Ranch 
Mariko Yamada, Yolo County Supervisor, District 4 
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A-4 WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING AND FOLLOWING THE 
DECEMBER 12, 2005 PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 

During and following the public scoping meeting on December 12, 2005, individuals and organizations submitted 
letters for consideration in the development of the Yolo Wildlife Area LMP. The following individuals and 
organization submitted letters: 

► Gabino Alonso 
► Mark Cowin, Chief, Division of Planning and Local Assistance, Department of Water Resources 
► Jack DeWit, Yolo Bypass Farmer 
► Judy Drexler, U.S. Geological Survey 
► Duck Clubs: Senator Outing, Bull Sprig, Glide In, Skyrakers, H Pond, and Channel Ranch 
► Cliff Fago 
► Linda Fiack, Delta Protection Commission 
► John Fritz, Sacramento/Yolo Mosquito Vector and Control District 
► Karen Gerhart 
► Richard Goodell 
► Greg Green, Ducks Unlimited 
► Mark Hennelly, Deputy Director, California Waterfowl Association 
► Josh Israel, president, Salmonid Restoration Federation 
► Marianne Kirkland, Department of Water Resources 
► Stefan Lorenzato 
► Petra Marchand 
► Barbara McDonnell, Chief, Division of Environmental Services, Department of Water Resources 
► Robert Moore, California Bowmen Hunters/State Archery Association 
► Peter B. Moyle, Fisheries Professor, University of California, Davis 
► John Reynolds 
► M. Scheidt, Yolo Audubon, Yolo Basin Foundation, CNPS Sac. Valley Chapter 
► Bob Schneider, President, Tuleyome 
► Walt Siefert, Executive Director, Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates 
► Bob Sommer 
► Gus Yates 

A wide range of comments was received, some of which conflict with each other, scientific information or DFG 
policy. Additionally, some comments were not within the scope of this LMP. 

► The YBWA has a history of being creative in its management and in being held up as an example of how a 
managed floodplain can have enormous benefits beyond just flood protection. 

► The LMP and IS/MND is expected to demonstrate an innovative management style to support multi-species 
objectives. 

► Waterfowl habitat can be created fairly easily almost anywhere in the Central Valley; however, the bypass is 
one of the only large undeveloped functioning floodplains remaining in the Central Valley, and its value for 
fish habitat and migration is truly unique. 

► Restoring the trophic relationship between fish and birds is a better measure of successful habitat restoration 
than is increasing the population of any individual species. 

► The amount of land in the bypass managed for habitats is large enough to accommodate a diverse mosaic of 
habitat types: some better for birds, some better for fish, and all of it reasonably good for both. 
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► The YBWA LMP should focus on multi-species ecosystem management, including native fishes as well as 
waterfowl management. 

► The YBWA LMP should support the improvement of fish passage over the Fremont Weir. 

► YBWA should not be managed in isolation from the larger Yolo Basin floodplain. 

► The YBWA LMP should mandate fish passage in Putah Creek. 

► Please consider the possible use of portions of the YBWA for the development of shallow water fisheries 
research and possible program implementation. Please make sure that the CEQA analysis appropriately 
addresses and analyzes the potential for shallow water fishery enhancements. 

► Consider restoring several hundred acres in the SE portion of the YBWA to wetland habitat and keep it closed 
to hunting. This will provide safer wildlife viewing, less motorist distraction on the causeway and better 
hunting for the clubs to the south. 

► Open as much of the area as possible to public hunting and bird watching. 

► Change the “pheasant only” area into a general hunting area that is open throughout the entire hunting season 
so hunters can hunt all legal species during their respective seasons. 

► Island blind areas should be no greater than 100 square feet and just above water level to aid in the 
concealment of hunters. 

► Vegetative cover should be placed in the hunting zone to provide concealment, particularly in free-roam 
hunted wetland areas. 

► Initiate the hunting program on agricultural lands prior to their conversion to wildlife habitat. 

► Give free-roam hunters equal access to the opportunities provide blind hunters in areas directly adjacent to the 
sanctuaries. 

► Provide parking that will allow no-cost overnight stays for those traveling long distances and or multiple 
hunting days. 

► Allow snipe hunting through the end of its respective season. 

► Maintain boat-only access to the area, consistent with state and federal “navigable waters” statues and legal 
rulings, when the bypass floods. 

► More hunters also translate into more dollars available for wildlife habitat protection through increased 
license and stamp revenues and associated Pittman-Robertson Act monies. 

► Retain agricultural production on the Tule Ranch, but add more upland cover and public access. 

► DFG must realize that their management practices may have severe impacts on the neighboring duck hunting 
clubs. The majority of waterfowl seem concentrated on a small area of the refuge. The LMP should include 
flooding, agriculture and hunting measures that would spread the ducks out over more of the wildlife area. 

► Provide access for fishing opportunities, including bowfishing. 

► Provide habitat and opportunities for upland bird hunting, including archery pheasant season. 
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► Provide access along the west side. 

► The Tule Ranch is an excellent location to implement native grass restoration and can be compatible with 
cattle grazing. 

► Concentrate intensive human activities in higher areas during the wet season to limit proactively the 
infringement of localized floodplain inundation on other management priorities, such as recreation and 
education. 

► Please include in the LMP a ground-level Class I bicycle trail through the Yolo Bypass. Despite periodic 
flooding, it would be a much more desirable amenity for Davis-Sacramento bike commuters and recreational 
cyclists than the existing trail adjacent to the freeway. 

► Please include a feasibility study of a ground-level bike path across the causeway that identifies the main 
obstacles for creating such a path and how they can be overcome. 

► Wetlands must be managed consistent with the central Valley Joint Venture’s “Technical Guide to Best 
Management Practices for Mosquito Control in Managed Wetlands.” 

► The Sacramento/Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control District does not support rice production on the YBWA, 
especially organic varieties, because controlling mosquitoes on these fields entails significant costs to the 
district. Compensation for mosquito control costs in-lieu of legal abatement associated with organic rice will 
remain an issue. 

► Incorporate research and monitoring into the LMP, including: 
• surveys of invasive flora and fauna 
• mercury methylation 
• colonization and spread of plant communities 
• status and trends of sensitive species. 

► Balance uses of the YBWA, especially conservation/wildlife viewing and recreational uses. 

► Provide free access to easily accessible viewing sites to facilitate college field trips. 

► Develop the website to emphasize key educational points. 

► Ensure consistency of YBWA LMP with: 
• Yolo County Parks and Open Space Plan 
• Sacramento River Floodway Management Plan 
• Yolo County Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (scheduled for completion September 2006) 
• Delta Protection Commission’s Land Use and Management Plan for the primary zone of the Delta 

► Encourage local approval of the LMP before DFG adopts it. 

► Does DFG contribute to costs for water use? 

► What regulatory approvals are required? Should an entity other than DFG be the lead? 

► Coordinate with State Parks’ Central Valley Vision. 

► Please consider ways to manage, and give the public access to, different areas at different times to support 
diverse habitats and species, including native fish in low-lying areas that flood easily anyway. 
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► Please provide more spatial detail where appropriate during focus group meetings. Plot out uses, nicknames 
for parts of the YBWA and provide handouts to take home. 

► For the development of habitat restoration and management, as well as degree of agricultural management, 
please consider the following plans: 
• International Bird Conservation Plans 
• NAWMP 
• US Shorebird Conservation Plan 
• Riparian Bird Conservation Plan 

► As appropriate, promote wildlife-friendly farming practices and crops. 

► Continuing agricultural practices on the majority of the YBWA acreage is imperative. 

► Rice farming is a valuable tool to be utilized, and represents the best use of YBWA resources to accomplish 
the complex goals of the LMP: Rice in production attracts thousands of ducks and geese; flooding the fields 
mid-summer provides excellent habitat for shorebirds; managing rice fields to promote growth of grasses and 
weeds will provide ideal habitat for nesting pheasants; maintaining existing farming practices controls the 
growth of willow and cattails, preserving the flood carrying capacity of the bypass; combining the attributes 
of the existing managed wetlands with the characteristics of existing rice fields provides different habitat 
types benefiting a large variety of species. 

► Continuing rental of the land to farmers will generate substantial amounts of much needed income. 



A-5 PRELIMINARY DRAFT PUBLIC OUTREACH UPDATE INCLUDING 
ANNOUNCEMENT FOR FOCUS GROUP MEETINGS 
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YOLO BYPASS WILDLIFE AREA 
LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN; 

PUBLIC OUTREACH UPDATE & FOCUS MEETING SCHEDULE 
 
Public Outreach Update 
 
In August of 2001, the Wildlife Conservation Board acquired approximately 12,000 acres of land in the Yolo Bypass 
(Bypass) to expand the Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area (YBWA). This land is being managed by the California Department 
of Fish and Game (DFG). 
 
DFG made a commitment to gather input from a broad array of potential users and stakeholders with interests in the 
YBWA and its management in order to develop the YBWA Land Management Plan (LMP), including the expanded 
YBWA. In addition to regular Yolo Bypass Working Group meetings that have been conducted since 1999, DFG and 
Yolo Basin Foundation convened seven focus group meetings to obtain additional public input for development of the 
LMP. 
 
Public outreach meetings intended to help develop the LMP that have been conducted to date included: 
 
Working Group Meetings      ongoing (1999 to present) 
 

Focus Group Meetings: 
Hunting and Fishing      September 11, 2002 
Hydraulic Modeling/Flood Protection    September 18, 2002 
Agriculture       October 2, 2002 
Fisheries Resources      October 9, 2002 
Wildlife Management      October 17, 2002 
Wildlife Viewing/Environmental Education   November 4, 2002 

 
A public scoping meeting to gather input on topics to be addressed in the environmental review process pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was conducted on December 12, 2005 (see “CEQA Process” below). 
Input from this meeting was also used to help develop the LMP. 
 
LMP Development Meetings 
 
A Preliminary Draft of the Land Management Plan is currently under development and is expected to be available for 
stakeholder review and comment by March 20, 2006. A series of additional focus group meetings will be convened by 
the Yolo Basin Foundation to review the Preliminary Draft. Meetings will focus on specific topics such as Public Use 
(e.g., wildlife viewing, hunting, fishing, etc.), Agriculture, Mercury (methylation), Flood Control, and Fisheries 
Resources. Input received during the focus group meetings will be incorporated as appropriate in the Public Draft Land 
Management Plan. 
 
Future LMP development meetings schedule and Preliminary Draft Land Management Plan completion dates are as 
follows: 
 

Preliminary Draft Land Management Plan   March 20, 2006 
 

Focus Group Meetings Schedule: 
Agriculture    March 27   9:00 AM to Noon 
Mercury   March 30   9:00 AM to Noon 
Fisheries Resources   April 3    9:00 AM to Noon 
Public Use    April 4    6:30 PM to 9:00 PM 
Flood Protection  April 7    9:00 AM to Noon 
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CEQA Process 
 
Adoption and implementation of the LMP by DFG is subject to review under CEQA. DFG is preparing an Initial Study 
(IS) in accordance with CEQA in conjunction with development of the LMP. Based on preliminary analysis it is 
anticipated that a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) would be the appropriate CEQA compliance document. 
Public input into the CEQA process was gathered at the scoping meeting conducted on December 12, 2005. It is 
currently anticipated that the Public Draft Land Management Plan/Initial Study/Proposed Mitigated Negative 
Declaration is scheduled to be released on May 31, 2006 for a 30-day public review period. A public Notice of Intent to 
adopt the MND would be published to announce the review period. Completion of the Final Land Management 
Plan/IS/MND is anticipated for November 2006. 
 

Future Land Management Plan/IS/MND completion dates are as follows: 
 
Public Draft Land Management Plan and IS/Proposed MND  May 31, 2006 
 
Final Land Management Plan IS/MND     October 31, 2006 
 
 
All meetings will be held at the Yolo Wildlife Area Headquarters 
 

Focus meeting dates will be announced through the Yolo Bypass Working Group list serve and mailing list. If you have 
any questions about the focus meetings please call Robin Kulakow at (530) 756-7248. Please do not use this number to 
convey comments on the LMP. 
 
Interested Stakeholders and the public will be able to view the Preliminary Draft LMP on the Yolo Basin Foundation 
website: www.yolobasin.org. A comment form will also be posted on the website. Yolo Basin Foundation will send out 
a message on the Yolo Bypass Working Group list serve and regular mail (as requested) when the draft is available. 
Drafts will also be available on disk for pick up at the Yolo Wildlife Area Headquarters. 
 
Comments can be sent to: 
 

Mr. Dave Feliz, Area Manager 
Department of Fish and Game 
Yolo Wildlife Area Headquarters 
45211 County Road 32B 
Davis, CA 95616 
Fax: (530) 757-2518 
dfeliz@dfg.ca.gov 

 
If comments are sent via e-mail please include the project title in the subject line, attach comments in MSWord format, 
and include the commentor’s US Postal Service mailing address. 

 



 

EDAW  Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area Land Management Plan 
Appendix A A-14 California Department of Fish and Game 

A-6 FOCUS GROUP MEETING AGENDAS AND SUMMARY NOTES 

 
AGENDA 

 
California Department of Fish and Game 

Yolo Wildlife Area Land Management Plan 
Agricultural Focus Meeting 

March 27, 2006 
9:00 am to 12:00 pm 

 
 
Purpose: To review the preliminary draft Land Management Plan (LMP) and receive focused input on 
agricultural topics. 
 
 
9:00 Introduction (Dave Feliz, Yolo Wildlife Area Manager, Chris Fitzer, EDAW) 

• Participant introductions 
• Purpose of meeting 
• Discussion of the LMP and California Environmental Quality Act analysis 
• Project Schedule 
• Questions and Answers 

 
9:20 Agricultural History and Existing Conditions on the Yolo Wildlife Area (Dave Feliz,  John Curry, 

Dixon Resource Conservation District) 

• Agricultural conditions at time of DFG purchase 
• Changes to agricultural lands and infrastructure 
• Current agricultural practices and plans (John Curry) 
• Questions and Answers 

 
10:30 LMP Management Goals and Tasks 

• Review of LMP organization 
• Role of agriculture in Yolo Wildlife Area long-term management 
• Goals and Tasks 
• Questions and Answers 

 
11:50 Next Steps 
 
12:00 Adjourn 
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Yolo Wildlife Area 
Preliminary Draft Land Management Plan 

Agriculture Focus Meeting 
Flip Chart Notes 
March 27, 2006 

 

1. Given the yield, is agriculture worth the rent/costs? 

• It’s dependent on yearly conditions. Rent reflects the productivity. As infrastructure improves, so do 
options. 

2. Has tomato yield in the Bypass been consistent? 

• Generally yes but somewhat dependant on organic model. 

3. Are tomato revenues break even? 

• Roughly given an organic model. 

4. A big part of the Yolo Wildlife Area (YWA) is within Delta Primary zone. Encourage Department of Fish and 
Game (DFG) to refer to/be consistent with Delta Protection Commission (DPC) goals/policies. 

5. The current Agricultural Plan can be appendicized to the Land Management Plan (LMP). Someone needs to 
be careful to protect proprietary information though. 

6. Current thinking of management zones is not included in the preliminary draft LMP but can be in future 
versions. 

7. How will goals be measured? What are the metrics? How will DFG measure success? 

• Ops and maintenance section will cover some metrics but some items are hard to apply numerics to. 

8. Are there ways to measure agriculture’s contribution to habitat in the Bypass and vice versa? Describe the 
setting? 

• Need to improve educational/interpretive presentations to improve public understanding. The YWA offers 
excellent opportunities for such educational presentations. 

9. Re: measures of success. Refer in LMP to annual DFG Wildlife Management meetings/discussions. 

• Also reiterate monitoring actions discussed in LMP Re: Agriculture-Habitat relationship. 

10. Re: Setting. It is important to describe the relationship of YWA to adjacent land uses and the need for 
appropriate buffers. Refer as well to DPC policies. 

11. Original Wildlife Conservation Board action was California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) exempt. 
Previous commitments always pledged to conduct CEQA on planning document. 

12. How does the LMP address external conditions that affect the YWA? 

• LMP addresses flooding affects on land/water/agricultural management. 
• Dynamic nature of Bypass is difficult to memorialize with fixed conditions. 
• How do agricultural commodity changes affect the YWA. 
• How does watershed runoff/conditions affect the YWA. 
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13. Need to maintain the agricultural element in the future. Protect the partnerships. 

• Agricultural integration is an integral part of YWA Management, not merely a means of convenience for 
revenues. 

• Agricultural integration has been shown to be a productive, necessary component of YWA 
Management/efficiency. 

14. It is important that agricultural land uses not be marginalized and located inappropriately. Agricultural land 
location needs the same level of analysis/planning as habitat. Market forces need to drive land 
management/habitat- agricultural acreage. 

15. What is the current understanding of YWA impacts on localizing industry? What has been the response by 
local agricultural groups? 

• “On the ground” interaction with farmers remains active and positive. 

• “Higher level” feedback from agricultural advocacy groups and inclusion in local outreach/education 
events has been limited. 

• YWA not necessarily getting “credit”/acknowledgement. 

16. Is YWA getting negative feedback from neighbors? 

• Need to be sensitive to herbicide uses. Waterfowl impacts do occur from foraging on fields. 
• YWA gets positive feedback from Resources Agency, the umbrella to several related departments. 

17. Does the LMP have a separate policy section? Re: agricultural needs should be considered in a policy context 
to help focus and analyze use implications. 

18. Re: local response. Many original concerns were about long-term relationship with tenants and future 
experience with State of California. 

• So far so good. 

19. What has been interaction of LMP with Regional Water Quality Control Board Ag waiver program? 

• YWA has partnered in Sacrament Valley Coalition to address Ag waiver issues. Rice growers also 
involved through California Rice Commission. 

20. Re: local response. There are limited numbers of farmers on the YWA currently. YWA model/experience 
could be pointed to by Farm Bureau if it proved to be a failure. Used as a negative example. 

• Conversely, agricultural industry could refer to it as a success by virtue of many opportunities of local 
education impacts to limited goal lands, etc. 

21. Are innovative agricultural land models being incorporated elsewhere? 

• Slowly but it depends on the conditions of other lands. Bypass land uses do not always fit for other areas. 

22. YWA offers opportunities to try riskier things. Re: lands/species management. 

• YWA offers broad research opportunities Re: many resources/land management (e.g., agriculture, 
mercury) 

• Could develop a research agenda/plan that prioritizes goals and actions for research. Already identified in 
Chapter 5 could be expanded on in operations/maintenance chapter. 



 

Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area Land Management Plan  EDAW 
California Department of Fish and Game A-17 Appendix A 

Examples: 
 Grazing regimes for vernal pools and native uplands community. 

 Waterfowl species use. 

 Interaction of agriculture/wildlife working models. 

 Agricultural implications on subsidence. Potential use of wild rice. 

 More methylation in agricultural lands. 

 Integration with UCD cold weather rice lab. 

 Carbon sequestration and measurement of other ecosystem services (e.g., groundwater recharge) 

 Vector control. 

 Bio-fuels crops/wildlife compatible. Delta Resource Conservation & Development Area-Brian 
Jenkinss – UCD. 

 Sociological/population studies. 

 Adjacency studies of agriculture and habitat. Re: agriculture./wildlife/public interaction. Policy 
conditions/require land use planning. 

 Economic Management strategies for wildlife area viability. 

 Exportation of Agriculture/Habitat management to private lands. 

 Rodent Management. 

 Fisheries/agricultural interaction. 

 Rotation of crops and appropriateness with wildlife. 

 Screening diversions/optimal management. 

 Grazing and the use of native veg communities/grasses. 

 Role of grasslands/grazing lands and the study of grasslands avian species. 

 Caveat-need to ensure that these ideas are applicable to Ag management outside of Bypass and 
need to be economically viable in Bypass. 

 Further experimentation on Organic farms. 

 Patterns/management of invasive weeds and other invasive species. 

 Rodent management. 

23. Comments on potential re-route of Putah Creek. 

• Could exacerbate localized flood conditions if not planned appropriately. 
• Could affect tomato fields near Putah sink. Re: use of water pool in Putah Creek. 
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AGENDA 
 

California Department of Fish and Game 
Yolo Wildlife Area Land Management Plan 

Mercury Focus Meeting 
March 30, 2006 

9:00 am to 12:00 pm 
 
 
Purpose: To review the preliminary draft Land Management Plan (LMP) and receive focused input on mercury 
management and research topics. 
 
 
9:00 Introduction (Dave Feliz, Yolo Wildlife Area Manager, Chris Fitzer, EDAW) 

• Participant introductions 
• Purpose of meeting – identify opportunities for partnership, set the stage for future lands 

management through a long-term adaptive management approach that is informed by the 
research findings of future studies 

• Discussion of the LMP and California Environmental Quality Act analysis 
• Project Schedule 
• Questions and Answers 

 
9:20 Land Management Framework for the Yolo Wildlife Area (Dave Feliz) general description of 

proposed management practices and existing conditions 

• Land use 
• Water use 
• Habitat goals 

 
9:40 Regulatory/Policy Framework for the Yolo Wildlife Area (Dave Feliz) informative discussion of the 

regulatory/policy sideboards that inform and influence how water quality is and will be managed in the 
region, the role the Wildlife Area plays in that, and the commitments DFG has as a State agency 

• State requirements regarding water quality/mercury 
• Federal requirements regarding water quality/mercury 
• DFG Policies 

 
10:00 Mercury Research Goals and Opportunities 

• Categories of research 
• Potential research projects within each category 
• Prioritization of research projects 

 
11:50 Next Steps 
 
12:00 Adjourn 
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Yolo Wildlife Area  
Preliminary Draft Land Management Plan  

Mercury Focus Meeting 
Flip Chart Notes 
March 30, 2006 

 

Current Knowledge 

1. There are differences between Mercury (Hg) from Coast Range and Sierra sources. 

• These differences have implications to Methyl (Me) Hg production-reactivity. 

2. Total Hg in sediment is not always a primary predictor of MeHg production. 

3. Little is known about atmosphere sources of Hg. We need more studies and information. 

4. Need to understand any differences in reactivity between ancestral and new total Hg sources. 

5. No overall characterization of Yolo Bypass sediments exists. 

6. Need to understand physical/chemical property changes in Hg prior to deposition in/near the Yolo Wildlife 
Area (YWA). Understanding their properties at the source might not accurately reflect reactivity of current 
state due to physical modifications during transport. 

7. Tidal conditions complicate the transport/sourcing of Yolo Bypass Hg for study purposes. 

8. A Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) study has shown the highest 
concentration contribution of MeHg to the Delta estuary is coming from the Bypass. 

9. Limiting total Hg contributions and transport could help limit MeHg production but total Hg is largely mobile 
already. Some large point sources still may exist (e.g., abandoned mines, wells, etc). 

10. Other likely Hg sources are discharges from Wastewater Treatment Plants (WWTP). 

• There could be different beneficial consumptive (e.g., agricultural irrigation) uses of WWTP water but 
such uses could exacerbate Hg issues. This represents conflicting options. 

11. Continue improvement of water management. The control of water sources helps to study conditions and 
impacts and isolates data to actual sources. 

12. Need to understand the tidal influence on location and concentrate. 

13. Studies are showing very high/highest concentrations of Hg & MeHg in juvenile resident fish in the region 
are those from the Yolo Bypass. Highest of all levels are in fish from in isolated ponds. Most common species 
is Inland Silversides. Studies on salmon smolts migrating through the Bypass are showing significantly lower 
Hg and MeHg levels. 

14. What role are oxygen levels and/or anoxic conditions having on the Me process. 

15. Suisun Marsh is showing a correlation between low dissolved oxygen and higher MeHg levels, consistent 
with seasonal fluctuations of water levels/flows. Me process could be happening in short seasonal conditions 
when it is not as readily available to biota. Need to study this more. 
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16. Need to understand the many factors influencing reactivity and the implications to YWA mngt. 

17. What do we need to know about demethylation as a future management tool for YWA and related areas. 

Current Project Ideas 

1. Current study is underway downstream of Fremont Weir assessing sedimentation rates including Hg. 

2. Previous study through Moss Landing/RWQCB has been done on source reactivity (Tom Kimball). 

3. Current study by Mark is comparing rates of Methylation in seasonal vs. permanent wetlands. 

• They are dosing sediment samples with different constituents to replicate Me processes (iron, acetate, 
etc.) in different conditions. 

• The study being replicated in the Cache Creek Settling Basin. 

• Pilot study right now. Could be expanded. 

4. Current proposals are into CALFED to study MeHg production and biota uptake in YWA rice fields. Biota 
includes invertebrates, avian species, vegetation. 

Proposed Project Ideas 

1. A full sediment characterization of the YWA specifically, and entire Bypass preferably – North to South, and 
East to West. 

2. A synoptic characterization of sediments, water, and fish. 

• Including key controlling variables (e.g., hydrology, residence time, sulfate, etc.) 

3. Habitat characteristic pilot studies for new, wetland features in controlled settings. Create duplicate habitats 
(i.e., identical habitat characteristics) in differing sediment bands (re; the different river/creek laminar flows 
down the Bypass to assess differences in MeHg production, etc. 

• Such studies could be sequenced after baseline data exists from synoptic study. 

4. Study differences in Me process in different percentages of emergent vegetative cover. Current restrictions are 
5 percent. Is MeHg production changes if the emergent vegetative restrictions are adjusted to higher 
percentages? 

 Biota 

1. Avian tissue sampling related to residence time in the Bypass/YWA 

2. Local vs regional export of total Hg and MeHg via biota 

3. Benthic invertebrate sampling 

4. Trophic level studies (i.e., fish) 

• Impact to wetland type (e.g., permanent vs. seasonal) 
• Total biomass as a factor in MeHg export to the Delta 
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5. Small fish bio availability of Hg 

6. Radio transmitter tracking of fish over species lifecycles to inform attribution of Hg levels from key 
sources 

7. Human consumption of game birds 

8. Need to develop institution relationships/partnerships (e.g., DFG and UCD, DFG and others) to 
ensure implementation of study list 

Habitat Characteristics 

► Channels 

► Slope/ponds and channels 

► Vegetation 

• Type 
• Density 
• Species 
• Ag crops 
• Diversity 
• Mngt techniques 

► Hydrology 

• Tidal 
• Non-tidal 
• Depth 
• Clarity/turbidity 
• Temporal application 
• Temperature 
• Chemistry 
• Residence Time 

► Topography 

• Macro 
• Micro 

► Soils 

• Structure 
• Chemistry 

► Biota 

• Invert 
• Bacteria 
• Phytoplankton/zooplankton 
• Nutrient status 

► Temporal scale/sequence of habitat acreage development 

• slow vs fast/less vs more 
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AGENDA 
California Department of Fish and Game 

Yolo Wildlife Area Management Plan 
Fisheries Focus Meeting 

April 3, 2006 
9:00 am to 12:00 pm 

 
Purpose: To review the preliminary draft Land Management Plan (LMP) and receive focused input on fisheries 
management and opportunities on the Wildlife Area. 
 
 
9:00 Introduction (Dave Feliz, Yolo Wildlife Area Manager, Chris Fitzer, EDAW) 

• Participant introductions 
• Purpose of meeting 
• Discussion of the LMP and California Environmental Quality Act analysis 
• Project Schedule 
• Questions and Answers 

 
9:20 Land Management Framework for the Yolo Wildlife Area (Dave Feliz) 

• Land use 
• Water use 
• Dependant/Co-equal uses of the Wildlife Area 

• Habitat  
• Agriculture 
• Recreation 
• Flood Management 
• Partnerships 

 
10:30 LMP Management Goals and Tasks 

• Review of LMP organization 
• Role of fisheries in Yolo Wildlife Area long-term management 
• Goals and Tasks –proposed fisheries projects/actions 
• Opportunities not yet considered  
• Questions and Answers 

 
12:00 Next Steps and Adjourn 
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Yolo Wildlife Area 
Preliminary Draft Land Management Plan 

Fisheries Resources Focus Meeting 
Flip Chart Notes 

April 3, 2006 
 

1. Sacramento Perch introduction will require an active persistent management program. The current 
introduction program is not necessarily intended near-term to create a sustainable population. 

2. The original goal of a recent Putah Creek CALFED proposal included fish habitats. Further analysis has 
shown that habitat in the lower area of the proposed project requires significant mechanistics to make habitat 
development feasible. 

3. There are opportunities to enhance/support food web production and conduct associated research, particularly 
as it relates to pelagic organism decline (POD). Such research would improve understanding of baseline 
conditions and understand transport mechanisms, particularly in low flow years. Managed wetlands could 
play a key role in dry years and months. 

• Such study would not focus so much on detritus production, but rather on zoo- and phyto plankton. 

• How does this web idea co-exist with Mercury (Hg) concerns? 

4. Hg accumulation in salmon appears to be low. Resident species are showing higher levels. 

5. Hg accumulation in salmon appears to be low. Resident species are showing higher levels. 

6. How can the Yolo Wildlife Area (YWA) use more innovative ways to manage flooding for fish? We need to 
think of the Bypass as a whole. Not merely the YWA. 

• Enhance the location of uses apropos to the physical conditions. This can help minimize use conflicts 

• Frequent localized flooding impacts other lands and wildlife. Creates a nuisance for landowners and 
managers and we need to be aware of, and sensitive to this. 

• Can we implement structural system changes in the context of current hydrology that can enhance habitat 
opportunities, (e.g., setback levees on interior of toe drain. “a Bypass within the Bypass”, or an excavated 
shelf. Decreasing land elevations for small locations and short linear distances.) 

• Innovative ideas must accommodate operational costs/realities/future economics, YWA relies on 
agriculture revenue to survive. 

• Design pool/riffle features into Putah Creek, bank side points, etc. to minimize mechanical management. 
Replicate natural morphology/ecology in a redirected Putah Creek channel. Include special ponds (might 
need pumping) for split tail management. 

• Changes in tidally-related inundation of land upstream of the Lisbon Weir is more likely to impact 
agricultural land management and facilities that are in place. 

• Conversely, such lands could expand volumetric capacity of tidal flows upstream of the Lisbon Weir and 
could coexist with existing uses. 

• Need to assess/enhance agriculture/fish compatibility. 
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7. The YWA Land Management Plan (LMP) should establish a process to set land use/water use priorities and 
associated criteria to do so. 

• Priorities would require a broader, diverse group of stakeholders involved in such discussions. 

8. Need to identify which projects fit best within the LMP and further identify other projects that are worth 
pursuing partnered resources for, albeit not necessarily a focus of the YWA. 

9. Need to ensure that the LMP does not preclude the pursuit of future fisheries projects on and off the YWA. 
LMP should not be a barrier to the future. 

• The LMP allows for/supports an adaptive management process to accommodate changing conditions. 
It allows for periodic updates. 

• The LMP should acknowledge the need for changes in fisheries priorities and memorialize that such 
priorities could be key/required changes. 

10. Timing is a key variable that could support a lack/minimization of conflict between fisheries goals and 
agricultural land management. (e.g., approximate December-March land and water uses) 

11. Do not overlook adjustments to the Lisbon Weir that could benefit other migrating species (e.g., enhancing a 
corridor concept). Do not assume that a Putah realignment minimizes needs for Lisbon Weir improvements 
for other species. 

• DFG is reticent to address projects that enhance migration of species to an u/s barrier. 

12. Use of Putah Creek as fish passage to upstream reaches is analogous to the use of Toe Drain for fish passage 
to the Fremont Weir and Cache Creek (and downstream as well). Putah Creek runs through the YWA, the Toe 
Drain runs along the eastern boundary, both connect with the YWA. This concept should be further 
memorialized in the LMP. 

• DFG does not believe these are analogous due to existing policy and jurisdictional conditions on Putah 
Creek (e.g., The Creek Accord). No similar policy or statute exists for the Toe Drain and upstream 
locations. 

13. Need to consider creating a task force that better assesses and problem solves the agricultural and fish 
management interface. 

14. Could the YWA be compensated for a potential loss of agricultural lands by CALFED ERP funds? 

15. State budget shortfall tie DFG hands/makes them dependant on agricultural revenues. 

16. The Fremont Weir barrier will likely undergo legal challenge in future. Some agency (e.g., USACE, DWR, 
DFG) will be held accountable to address and/or resolve this condition. 

17. DWR goal/process right now is to address Fremont Weir options conceptually. 

18. How would a Putah Creek realignment best operate hydrologically? Intermittent use of return flows, or 
perennial flows in the Creek? 

• Putah Creek was historically intermittent. 

• Operations and maintenance on adjacent water management canals would be impacted by perennial creek 
flows. 

• Intermittent flows could prohibit migration of non-native/predatory fishes. 
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19. The management of YWA has regional implications and offers regional benefits. 

20. There should be a focused, public discussion about the Fremont Weir to problem solve its challenges. 
Someone would need to identify who would sponsor/convene such a discussion. 

21. Fremont Weir modification advocates should consider how to bring forward more concrete ideas as a means 
to best facilitate weir-related discussions. 

22. Fremont Weir modifications would potentially create nuisance flooding/impacts to landowners in return of 
uncertain fisheries benefits. Such changes would likely result in a lack of landowner support. 
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AGENDA 
California Department of Fish and Game 

Yolo Wildlife Area Management Plan 
Public Uses Focus Meeting 

April 4, 2006 
6:30 pm to 9:00 pm 

 
 
Purpose: To review the preliminary draft Land Management Plan (LMP) and receive focused input on public use 
opportunities on the Wildlife Area. 
 
 
6:30 Introduction (Dave Feliz, Yolo Wildlife Area Manager, Chris Fitzer, EDAW) 

• Participant introductions 
• Purpose of meeting 
• Discussion of the LMP and California Environmental Quality Act analysis 
• Project Schedule 
• Questions and Answers 

 
6:45 Land Management Framework for the Yolo Wildlife Area (Dave Feliz) 

• Land use 
• Water use 
• Dependant/Co-equal uses of the Wildlife Area 

• Habitat 
• Agriculture 
• Recreation 
• Flood Management 
• Partnerships 

 
7:30 LMP Management Goals and Tasks 

• Review of LMP organization 
• Role of public uses in Yolo Wildlife Area long-term management 
• Goals and Tasks –proposed public use projects/actions 
• Opportunities not yet considered 
• Questions and Answers 

 
9:00 Next Steps and Adjourn 
 



 

Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area Land Management Plan  EDAW 
California Department of Fish and Game A-27 Appendix A 

Yolo Wildlife Area 
Preliminary Draft Land Management Plan 

Public Use Focus Meeting 
Flip Chart Notes 

April 4, 2006 
 

1. What is the basis for the proposed sanctuary areas on the Yolo Wildlife Area (YWA)? 

• Avoid highway footprint 
• Provide refugia from hunting areas 
• Use previously undisturbed areas 
• Avoid moving sanctuary areas around over time. 

2. Is there organic rice? 

• It is not supported by vector control district. Not economically feasible. 

3. How will public uses be prioritized? 

• Funding availability will be needed for some uses. 
• Wildlife compatibility is required as per Department of Fish and Game (DFG) and the Fish and Game 

Commission. 

4. Support construction of cross-bypass bike trail. A potential partner is the City of West Sacramento. 

5. Can lead bike tours be created to teach cyclists how to work in a wildlife area? 

6. Operations and maintenance on bike trails will be very costly. Interested parties will need to seek partners. 

7. What are the advantages and disadvantages of different potential land use distributions? Re: location of 
hunting and other uses. Does one configuration make more sense? 

• No obvious benefit so far. 

8. Support the idea of a central closed area in concert with segregated uses. 

9. What is known about previous hunt clubs that have closed? 

10. Can hunting areas be opened for general public use on non-hunt days? 

• Generally not supported to allow birds to rest. 

11. Is it feasible to construct a wildlife viewing tower? 

• Yes and likely. It is analogous to the existing pump towers. 
• Such projects could be earmarked for public contributions as a means to collect funding. 

12. What is status of boat use during floods? 

• DFG does not want to be liable but would support responsible boat uses compatible with wildlife area. 

13. Is it possible to provide access for kids to play/interact with mud, wetlands, water? 

• Yes as long as bank slopes are safe. That is the purpose of the existing demonstration wetlands. 

14. How many acres of permanent ponds and could they be opened for fishing. 
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15. Has distribution of habitat types and acreage been decided, particularly re: flood control compatibility? 

• Not yet. 

16. Improve public outreach tools to get public out to YWA more often. 

17. Could Riparian habitat adjacent to Greens Lake be expanded? 

• Potentially yes. 

18. Create targeted tour and trail routes to maximize species diversity observation. 

19. With proper signage, cyclists can be expected to behave in a compatible manner with bird populations. 
Bicycles should be accommodated/supported to use YWA as a destination. 

20. One potential idea is to segregate auto and bicycle use but provide positive wildlife viewing experience for all 
users. 
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AGENDA 
California Department of Fish and Game 

Yolo Wildlife Area Management Plan 
Flood Management Focus Meeting 

April 7, 2006 
9:00 am to 12:00 pm 

 
 
Purpose: To review the preliminary draft Land Management Plan (LMP) and receive focused input on hydraulic 
modeling workplan and development of performance criteria. 
 
 
9:00 Introduction (Dave Feliz, Yolo Wildlife Area Manager, Chris Fitzer, EDAW) 

• Participant introductions 
• Purpose of meeting 
• Discussion of the LMP and California Environmental Quality Act analysis 
• Project Schedule 
• Questions and Answers 

 
9:15 Land Management Framework for the Yolo Wildlife Area (Dave Feliz) 

• History and background 
• Existing flood conveyance conditions of the YWA 
• Bypass flow conveyance requirements/constraints 
• Current Wetlands management in the Wildlife Area 

o Existing agreements 
o Operations and maintenance 

• LMP restoration-specific goals and tasks 
o Seasonal and permanent wetlands 
o Riparian corridors 
o Putah Creek realignment 

 
9:30 Overview and Application of Two-Dimensional Hydraulic Model (RMA2 Yolo Bypass Model) 

(Chris Bowles and Chris Campbell, PWA) 

• Model overview 
• Application of the model to the restoration design process at Yolo Wildlife Area 

o Guide design of future restoration projects 
o Confirm achievement of performance criteria 

 
9:45 Discussion on Application of the 2-D Model to the Yolo Wildlife Area 

• Development of Hydraulic Modeling Workplan 
• Development of Performance Criteria 
• Discussion on Model Update and Maintenance Requirements 

 
12:00 Next Steps and Adjourn 
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Yolo Wildlife Area 
Preliminary Draft Land Management Plan 

Flood Management Focus Meeting 
Flip Chart Notes 

April 7, 2006 

1. There is an upcoming study by UC Davis (Lev Kavvas) to assess roughness coefficients of native vegetation. 
The results should be coordinated with the 2 Dimensional (2D) model. 

2. 1986 & 1997 flood events are believed to be 70 year +/- events. It is believed that we have not measured a 
100-year event yet in the Bypass. 

3. There is believed to be a disparity between baseline conditions (design surface) and project performance. 
They are not the same. The project does not perform as historically designed. Flood interests do not 
necessarily agree to a fixed baseline condition. There may be a need for flexibility in land conditions to 
accommodate current/future flows. 

4. Current agricultural practices and management of small land features (berms, etc.) do not generally require a 
Reclamation Board Encroachment Permit. Such changes are not generally considered a Project. 

5. What other permits are required for projects on the Yolo Wildlife Area (YWA)? Who has jurisdiction? 
• Current sense is that most agencies/jurisdictions defer to the Rec. Board for flood convey. 

6. There are potential ideas to expand the capacity of the Bypass structurally. Could such expansion allow 
greater flexibility to develop more vegetation/habitat? 
• This idea creates a debate over what is the appropriate “use” of expanded capacity. Flood conveyance or 

habitat? 

7. Some habitat advocates believe it is important to be conservative in setting/pursuing habitat goals to 
ensure/protect partnerships with flood management interests. 

8. Make sure that pursuit of future goals/actions does not threaten the basis of existence/current function of the 
YWA. 

9. It is very important to assess/understand why the Bypass is believed not to function at design flow. 
• Is this due to physical conditions? 
• Does this reflect better assessment tools (models)? 

10. The YWA Land Management Plan should have a flood control goal. It is not sufficient to only acknowledge 
DFG’s obligation to maintain flood conveyance. 

11. The new, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2D model is expected to be complete in few weeks. 

12. The Department of Water Resources has maintenance ideas to limit wave wash other impacts. These ideas 
could be mutually compatible with YWA management. 

13. How will YWA management adjust to changing physical conditions (e.g., sea level rise)? 

14. How will the lack of a maintenance plan for the new 2D model be addressed/resolved? 
• Can a maintenance fee be assessed on all parties filing to an Encroachment Permit in Bypass? 

15. Can future habitat actions near levees use different, appropriate vegetation to minimize wave energy? Have 
different species been assessed for best/worst performance. 
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A-7 AGENDA AND SUMMARY OF THE AUGUST 16, 2007 PUBLIC 
COMMENT MEETING 

 
AGENDA 

California Department of Fish and Game 
Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area Land Management Plan and  

Initial Study/Proposed Negative Declaration 
 

August 16, 2007 
6:00 pm to 9:00 pm 

 
Purpose: To seek public comments on the Draft Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area Land Management Plan (LMP) 

and Initial Study (IS)/Proposed Negative Declaration (ND) 
 
6:00 Welcome and Purpose of Meeting (Chris Fitzer, EDAW) 

• Participant introductions 
• Agenda 
• Purpose of meeting 
• Project schedule 

 
6:05 LMP Development Process (Chris Fitzer, EDAW) 

 
6:10 Overview of the Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area LMP and IS/ND 

(Dave Feliz, DFG and Chris Fitzer, EDAW) 

• History, purpose, and mission 
• Property Description 
• Management Setting 
• Environmental Setting 
• Compatible Resource Management and Public Use 
• Management Goals 
• Operations and Maintenance 
• Future Revisions to the LMP 
• Environmental Review 
• Next Steps 

 
6:50 Public Comments (facilitated by Ron Unger, EDAW) 
 
9:00 Adjourn 
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YOLO BYPASS WILDLIFE AREA LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN 

INITIAL STUDY/PROPOSED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
PUBLIC COMMENT MEETING 

SUMMARY MEETING NOTES 

 
DATE:  August 16, 2007 
TIME:  6:00 pm 
LOCATION: Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area Headquarters, Davis, CA 
 
 
ATTENDEES: 
 
Dave Feliz, California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) 
Robin Kulakow, Yolo Basin Foundation (Foundation) 
Chris Fitzer, EDAW 
Bonnie Turner, Wildlife Conservation Board (WCB) 
Curtis Alling, EDAW 
Ron Unger, EDAW 
Teresa LeBlanc, DFG 
Dawn Calciano, Putah Creek Council 
Don Morrill, Foundation 
Mariko Yamada, Yolo County Board of Supervisors 
Melanie Pope, Foundation 
Dee Feliz, Foundation 
Spencer Larsen, DFG 
John Currey, Dixon Resource Conservation District (RCD) 
Mary Schiedt, DFG, Yolo Audubon, Sac Valley CNPS 
 
 
SPEAKERS: 
 
Bonnie Turner, WCB 
Spencer Larson, DFG 
Robin Kulakow, Foundation 
Mariko Yamada, Yolo County Board of Supervisors 
John Currey, Dixon RCD 
Mary Schiedt, DFG 
Dawn Calciano, Putah Creek Council 
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SUMMARY OF MAJOR POINTS RAISED IN PUBLIC COMMENTS: 
Commenter # Description of Major Points: 
Bonnie Turner, 
WCB 

1 Be sure to acknowledge Robin Kulakow’s participation in the plan preparation. It was essential for the plan’s 
success. 

Spencer Larson, 
DFG 

2 If there are changes to the plan, would they constitute a major revision that requires Regional Manager 
approval? 
Dave Feliz: If there were major changes, a public review process would be needed. 
Teresa LeBlanc: DFG regulations allow appropriate discretion on the part of the Regional Manager, which is 
part of the adaptive management approach of the plan. There is considerable flexibility built into the plan. 

Spencer Larson, 
DFG 

3 Chemical spraying in the Wildlife Area is a concern. It has become more of an issue because of the mosquito 
abatement. Will there be a policy to protect the public, such as closing trails or areas, when spraying is going 
on? The concern is for public safety of visitors and employees, because what is being sprayed is not known, 
unless one asks the farmer directly. 
Dave Feliz: The plan includes tasks related to management coordination. This can be used to help ensure the 
health and safety of employees and visitors. 

Robin Kulakow 4 The Sac-Yolo Mosquito Abatement District receives the school visiting schedule to help the district avoid 
spraying when school visits are occurring. 

John Currey 5 Spraying contractors can be made to secure permission before spraying. This can be included in lease 
agreements for agricultural tenants. DFG could consider prioritizing visitor use over other wildlife area 
activities/uses. 

Mary Scheidt 6 Can we get greater control of the aerial spraying by neighboring landowners, as well, because sometimes 
planes fly right over staff and facilities, and it is not known what is being sprayed? 

Mariko Yamada, 
Yolo County Board 
of Supervisors 

7 Yolo County regulations for spraying are strict, so there are controls. Good communication and coordination 
are important, and it’s important to recognize the value of spraying in protection of public health (i.e., 
mosquitoes) and food. 

John Currey 8 Communication is necessary with the few applicators in the region to be sure that pilots are made sensitive 
about the location of public facilities, so they can avoid sensitive areas. 
Dave Feliz: Sometimes people’s perception is worse that what is really happening, but we are still concerned 
about people’s concerns. We have and can continue to use agricultural leases as a means to ensure 
coordination occurs and that these issues are properly addressed. 

Dawn Calciano, 
Putah Creek Council 

9 A solid connection between the creek and toe drain should remain for purposes of anadromous fish passage 
and fishing recreation, including if a Putah Creek restoration project were proposed. The check dam boards 
should be allowed to be opened as needed. Any change in the toe drain, realigning Putah Creek, or otherwise 
restoring Putah Creek in the Yolo Bypass should take this connection into account and should ensure that the 
conditions of the Putah Creek Settlement Agreement [Putah Creek Accord as overseen by the LPCCC] 
continue to be met. 

Robin Kulakow 10 DWR has looked at water flows between the toe drain and Putah Creek and is very attentive to maintaining 
agreements for a continued connection. 

Dawn Calciano, 
Putah Creek Council 

11 We support wetland restoration in the Yolo Bypass. What is happening with mercury and methylmercury in 
the Yolo Bypass? 
Dave Feliz: Initial data shows that water leaving a seasonal wetland had higher mercury levels than entering 
water, but water leaving permanent, deeper-water wetlands showed reduced mercury levels than entering 
waters (de-methylation). This gives us ideas to explore for controlling methylmercury by directing water 
through permanent wetlands after it flows through seasonal wetlands or rice fields; to reduce potential 
methylation. It needs to be studied and more research is continuing, but the problem does not appear to be so 
dire now that we have a better, more specific understanding of it. The placement of seasonal and permanent 
wetlands may become an important management strategy for controlling methylmercury. Bioaccumulation 
in the food chain is also being studied further. 
Chris Fitzer: The Yolo Bypass is an excellent living laboratory for finding ways to resolve high mercury 
levels and address the wetland/mercury methylation issue. 

Robin Kulakow 12 She applauded DFG for the extensive public meeting process, including the early review of the preliminary 
plan. It was instrumental in the success of the plan. 
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A-8 SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED FOLLOWING THE 
RELEASE OF THE DRAFT LMP AND INITIAL STUDY 

During and following the public comment meeting on August 16, 2007, individuals and organizations submitted 
letters for consideration in the development of the Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area LMP and Initial Study. Following 
receipt of all public comments, some changes to the Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area LMP were made and responses to 
public comments were prepared. A description of changes and responses follows. 

GENERAL RESPONSES 

The majority of the comment letters received on the Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area LMP expressed support, 
endorsement, and/or acknowledged appreciation for the Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area and development of the LMP. 
A single general response to this type of comment is provided below. 

GENERAL RESPONSE–SUPPORT AND/OR ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF APPRECIATION FOR THE YOLO 
BYPASS WILDLIFE AREA LMP 

Many commenters expressed support, endorsement, and/or acknowledged appreciation for the Yolo Bypass 
Wildlife Area and development of the LMP. The DFG and Yolo Basin Foundation greatly appreciate this support 
and, in-turn, would like to acknowledge the many Wildlife Area partners, volunteers, and users, as well as the 
local civic leaders and other stakeholders that have made the Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area a model for other areas 
throughout the state and nation. This on-going community support and appreciation has provided the basis for one 
of the nation's most exciting developments in wetland conservation and education. 

SPECIFIC RESPONSES 

A number of comments on the public draft of the LMP were received in addition to comments addressed in 
general response above. These comments are addressed individually in this section. 
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COMMENT LETTER A 

Comment A-1: Please see General Response. 
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COMMENT LETTER B 

Comment B-1: Please see General Response. 
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COMMENT LETTER C 

Comment C-1: Please see General Response. 
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COMMENT LETTER D 

Comment D-1: Please see General Response. 
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COMMENT LETTER E 

Comment E-1: Please see General Response. 

Comment E-2: Changes have been made referencing the Delta Smelt Action Plan and the Pelagic Fish 
Action Plan in Section 3.1. 

Comment E-3: Changes to text have been made to address comments. 

Comment E-4: Changes to text have been made to address comments. 

Comment E-5: Reader is referred to Section 3.5.3 for a discussion on fish utilization of open water 
habitat. 

Comment E-6: Change to text has been made to address comment. 

Comment E-7: Change to text has been made to address comments. The timing of flashboard removal at 
the Los Rios Dam for purposes of salmon migration facilitation is based on coordination 
with California Department of Water Resources. 

Comment E-8: Comment noted. 

Comment E-9: Changes to text have been made to address comment. 

Comment E-10: Changes to text have been made to address comment. 

Comment E-11: Changes to text have been made to address comment. 

Comment E-12: The Wildlife Area considers the integration of weed management employed by organic 
farms; however, implementation of organic farming practices is limited by vector 
management requirements. 

Comment E-13: Comment noted. Please see General Response. 

Comment E-14: Comment noted. Wildlife Area staff will consider the identification of a smaller number 
of specific actions geared to achieve multiple goals for budgeting purposes during 5-year 
reviews. 

Comment E-15: Changes to text have been made to address comment. 

Comment E-16: Comment noted. If monitoring needs can not be met, DFG will pursue additional funding 
sources and consider contracting and/or collaborating with others to implement 
monitoring programs. 

Comment E-17: Changes to text have been made to address comment. 

Comment E-18: Comment noted. Basic conceptual level processes are identified throughout Chapter 7 
and in the general context of descriptions of adaptive management (see Chapter 5). 

Comment E-19: Changes to text have been made to address comment. 
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COMMENT LETTER F 

Comment F-1: Please see General Response. 

Comment F-2: Changes to text have been made. 

Comment F-3: Changes to text have been made. 

Comment F-4: Statement regarding coliform organisms in the vicinity of municipal waste discharges has 
been removed. 

Comment F-5: Changes to text have been made. 

Comment F-6: Changes to text have been made. 

Comment F-7: Evaluating the feasibility of connecting the Causeway Ranch with the Davis Wetlands 
through a trail system is identified under Public Use Goal 3 (PU-3), Task 12. 

Comment F-8: Changes to text have been made. 
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COMMENT LETTER G 

Comment G-1: Please see General Response. 

Comment G-2: Comments noted. 

Comment G-3: An updated discussion of the Central Valley Joint Venture Implementation Plan has been 
added to Section 3.1. 

Comment G-4: Comprehensive discussion on agriculture and wildlife compatibility is provided 
throughout the document (see Chapter 1, Chapter 2, Section 3.2, Section 3.5, Chapter 4, 
and Chapter 5). While restoration of agricultural lands to natural communities is 
anticipated, DFG is committed to maintaining wildlife-friendly farming practices on the 
Wildlife Area. 

Comment G-5: DFG will consider all comments regarding grazing in uplands through its adaptive 
management and monitoring program and will seek opportunities to collaborate with 
CWA and other interested entities in the future adaptive management of lands within the 
Wildlife Area (see also points raised in response to comment G-8). 

Comment G-6: DFG will consider all comments regarding grazing in wetlands through its adaptive 
management and monitoring program and will seek opportunities to collaborate with 
CWA and other interested entities in the future adaptive management of lands within the 
Wildlife Area. 

Comment G-7: DFG will consider all comments regarding upland irrigations and management through 
its adaptive management and monitoring program and will seek opportunities to 
collaborate with CWA and other interested entities in the future adaptive management of 
lands within the Wildlife Area. Additionally, DFG will seek to work with CWA to 
identify potential funding sources to offset necessary income provided by grazing leases 
(see also points raised in response to comment G-8). 

Comment G-8: Regarding the concern expressed by the CWA about the possibility that proposed 
“Diversified Upland Habitat Units” on the Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area may reduce duck 
nest success, DFG suggests that the following points are important to keep in mind: 

1. The central focus of the LMP for the Wildlife Area is to manage for a diverse 
mosaic of managed and natural habitat communities. The area will be managed 
to benefit a full suite of wildlife guilds, rather than a single species or single 
group of species. The management of a small proportion of upland sites as 
Diversified Upland Habitat Units to increase pheasant survival is consistent with 
this concept. 

2. The Upland Game Policy of the Fish and Game Commission directs the 
Department as follows: “The Department shall continue the process of reviewing 
the current upland game management opportunities of lands under its control. 
The management of the Department’s lands should be an example and be a 
model for what can be done to maximize habitat development opportunities and 
upland game populations.” Managing a small proportion of upland fields in a 
way that has the potential to substantially increase pheasant chick survival is 
consistent with this Commission policy. 
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3. In addition to benefiting pheasants, it appears likely that the Diversified Upland 
Habitat Unit management technique will benefit some nongame bird species as 
well. A Masters Thesis project completed in 2003 investigated the effects on bird 
species richness, territory density, and nesting success of three management 
practices on state wildlife areas in the San Joaquin Valley. This study found that 
some species of nongame birds attained highest nest densities on Diversified 
Upland Habitat Units, and the researcher recommended that, by managing for 
diversity of upland nesting habitats, wildlife area managers provide habitat for 
more upland nongame species that would otherwise be present under any single 
management regime. (Allen, R. 2003. The Effects of Gamebird Management on 
Nongame Bird Species in the San Joaquin Valley, California. M.S. Thesis, 
Humboldt State University). 

4. DFG agrees that predation on waterfowl nests may be influenced by proximity to 
edge habitat, such as that provided by Diversified Upland Habitat Units, and that 
further investigation of the effects of this type of management on all species, 
including waterfowl, may be needed. DFG will be seeking opportunities to 
collaborate with CWA and other interested entities in the future to design and 
fund research projects to help determine the best ways to manage our wildlife 
areas for a wide variety of species. 

Comment G-9: While swamp timothy is a target species for managed seasonal wetlands, watergrass and 
smartweed are also desired plant species that are targeted with management practices. 
DFG will consider all comments regarding seasonal wetland habitat management through 
its adaptive management and monitoring program and will seek opportunities to 
collaborate with CWA and other interested entities in the future adaptive management of 
lands within the Wildlife Area. 

Comment G-10: DFG is committed to managing the Wildlife Area for a rich diversity of habitats and 
species. DFG will consider all comments regarding species-specific habitat management 
through its adaptive management and monitoring program and will seek opportunities to 
collaborate with CWA and other interested entities in the future adaptive management of 
lands within the Wildlife Area. 

Comment G-11: The concept of potentially shifting hunting areas to the Tule Ranch is preliminary and 
DFG would actively seek to work with CWA and other interested stakeholders prior to 
making such a shift. As stated in the LMP, public hunting has and will continue to be a 
priority for the Wildlife Area. DFG will consider all comments regarding potential shifts 
in hunting areas and will seek opportunities to collaborate with CWA and other interested 
entities in the future adaptive management of lands within the Wildlife Area. 

Comment G-12: As stated in response to comment G-11 and throughout the LMP, public hunting has and 
will continue to be a priority for with Wildlife Area. Additionally, the Wildlife Area is 
managed for several other wildlife-related public uses including wildlife viewing, 
environmental education, fishing, and photography. A detailed discussion on compatible 
public use and resource management is provided in Chapter 4. DFG will consider all 
comments regarding the management of public uses and will seek opportunities to 
collaborate with CWA and other interested entities in the future adaptive management of 
lands within the Wildlife Area. 

Comment G-13: Please see General Response. 
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COMMENT LETTER H 

Comment H-1: Please see General Response. 



Sacramento
Line

JewD
Line

Sacramento
Text Box
Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area Land Management Plan                                                                                                                                  EDAW
California Department of Fish and Game                                           A-67                                                                                        Appendix A




 

EDAW  Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area Land Management Plan 
Appendix A A-68 California Department of Fish and Game 

COMMENT LETTER I 

Comment I-1: DFG looks forward to continued collaboration with the University on the West Nile 
Virus Research Project. Also, please see General Response. 
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COMMENT LETTER J 

Comment J-1: The issue of bicycling in the Wildlife Area has been addressed in Chapter 4 and Chapter 
5 of the LMP. As described in Chapter 5 (Public Use Goal-1), DFG will continue to 
allow bicycle access to the Causeway Unit; evaluate, develop, and consider implementing 
a plan for allowing bicycle use on specified parts of the tour routes; continue to monitor 
the use of bicycles in the hunting area during hunting season; cooperate with regional 
trail development efforts to create bicycle access across the Yolo Bypass through the 
Causeway Unit at ground level; and evaluate efforts to provide bicycle access to the 
Pacific Flyway Center and participate as infrastructure is developed and funding permits. 
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COMMENT LETTER K 

Comment K-1: Chapter 2 of the LMP acknowledges the Caltrans easement along Interstate-80 and 
respects Caltrans need to maintain access to the causeway and bicycle bridge for future 
maintenance and construction activities. 
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COMMENT LETTER L 

Comment L-1: Comment noted. DFG acknowledges that certain activities within the Wildlife Area 
require an encroachment permit from the California Department of Water Resources, 
Central Valley Flood Protection Board. DFG has applied and received permits for past 
activities in the Wildlife Area and will continue to do so in the future. 
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